the more rural the county. Following the precedent of a General Accounting Office Study, we define Beale code counties 6, 7, 8, and 9 as rural areas (see footnote to Table 1 ). This criterion further defines Beale codes 3, 4, and 5. A completely rural (Beale codes 8 and 9) county has no town in it with over 5,000 population. A county adjacent to a metropolitan area must have an adjacent physical boundary and at least 2 percent of its employed labor force must commute to metropolitan central counties.
*Counties in these four classes are considered rural by the U.S. General
Accounting Office in their study Rural Develooment, January 1989.
As with most data on the private sector, these county data are not made available to the public when fewer than three firms are represented at any level of aggregation (in order to protect the confidentiality of information on individual businesses). For individual manufacturing industries, such as textiles and electrical machinery, incomplete reports for counties are a problem. Omitted data are common for all classes of counties, but especially for the completely rural counties which, as Table 1 shows, do not account for a large share of manufacturing employment. We address this question of nondisclosure bias in Appendix B. Fortunately, total manufacturing employment is reported for all but a few counties.
II.

Methods and Findings
This section presents a summary of our empirical inquiry. Our first step was to see if rough calculations with the data supported a priori assertions that rural counties generally, and southeastern rural counties in particular, suffered greater losses in manufacturing employment than did urban counties during the first half of the 1980s.
Finding some evidence in support of this contention, we proceeded by successive refinements to try to isolate the effects of industry mix and the exchange rate on manufacturing employment by type of county. 7These figures do not, of course, negate the argument that in particular industries, the more rural counties may have sustained greater relative losses in employment than did the more urban counties. If this argument is true, however, the figures on total manufacturing employment indicate that the rural counties gained relatively more employment in other industries than did the urban counties (changes in manufacturing employment due to the entry and exit of industries are included in these calculations). the next-to-the-greatest losses, and again the percentage loss was greater in the Southeast. The greatest gain, however, was registered by the fringe counties within the large southeastern metropolitan areas.
Percent Changes in Total Manufacturing
These fringe counties are all located within the Baltimore-Norfolk corridor, or "crescent," that has grown rapidly in the last decade. As is clear from Table 2b , these southeastern crescent counties are not representative of the average county in this category in the rest of the country. A comparison of the numbers in columns 7 and 8 in Table 2b 
1980-85.
In In contrast, for rural county class 9, the lOSee Appendix tables C-3a for the results of the tests of differences in means and variances. gain of 2.7 percent in total manufacturing employment compares to an average loss of about -1.8 percent ; similar differences in the same direction characterize rural county classes 6 and 7. Even with this somewhat different picture, however, Table 3a The results, shown in Table 3b , are similar to those in Table 2b in that they provide some support for the view that rural southeastern counties suffered greater losses in manufacturing employment than metropolitan southeastern counties. From 1980-85, the median change drops from a strong t11.3 percent in large southeastern metropolitan Considered by themselves, the hypothetical changes provide a rough measure of whether the relative performances by Beale code were influenced by industry mix. 14 Over the period 1980-85, for example, Table 4a 12This assumption biases the results--especially for the rural counties--toward the national average percentage change in manufacturing employment. 
Southeastern counties.
In the Southeast, the hypothetical means in Table 4b show that The positive numbers in the difference column in Table 4b to the employment elasticity estimated for that industry nationally, then the industry mixes of rural counties were, during the period under review, on average slightly more insulated than metropolitan counties from changes in the real exchange rate.17
I7In the simulation, we included counties with 80 percent or more of their manufacturing employment assigned to specific industries (i.e., we excluded counties with over 20 percent of their manufacturing employment undisclosed to protect confidentiality).
The non-inclusion of some counties has undoubtedly introduced some bias into the results, (Footnote Continued) Southeastern counties. Among counties in the five southeastern states, those in large metropolitan areas (Table 5b) I9See Appendix tables C-6a for the results of the tests of differences in means and variances.
2OThe Cox-Hill elasticities are output elasticities, so we are implicitly assuming a constant ratio of output to labor.
in Table 6b , generated much smaller differences in projected sensitivities to exchange rate movements.
In particular, in this simulation as compared with the previous one, the counties in the large southeastern metropolitan areas are not shown in Table 6b The 
Cox and Hill concluded:
The industries found to be the most sensitive to exchange rate movements are miscellaneous manufacturing (including jewelry, toys, and sporting equipment), leather and leather products, transportation equipment, and apparel. These industries are highly exposed to trade, either through exports or imports, and their products are highly substitutable for foreign products within the same product group. Industries such as printing and publishing, food processing, textiles, and tobacco manufacturing are considered relatively insensitive to the exchange rate movements, primarily because of low trade exposure. 
